Introduction

27
In the age of open access (OA), research funding organizations have taken a more active 28 interest in academic publishing. To increase access to research results stemming from their 29 funding, they are increasingly directly funding publishing (via article processing charges), 30 supporting infrastructures, and introducing policies to require their researchers to publish [17]. This is exacerbated by a lack of transparency on the actual costs of publishing, and a 115 perceived "price of prestige" -where APCs in more prestigious journals tend to be higher for 116 similar levels of service in cheaper, less prestigious venues [18] .
117
Data from the Open APC initiative from [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] [2014] [2015] [2016] [2017] [2018] showed that across all 158 participat-118 ing research performing institutions and research funders (mainly from Germany, the UK,
119
Norway, Sweden, and Austria) the average APC for fully OA journals was e1,481 (median 120 e1,407), but substantially higher for hybrid journals (avg. e2,490, median e2,443) (data 121 as of 6 May 2018) [19] . There is hence concern that hybrid APCs often reflect traditional 122 publishers' concern to maintain existing profit margins and market position rather than the (about e1.8 million) of its total APC expenditure on articles in fully OA journals (1,015 126 articles, mean costs e1,756, SD e819, median e1,604) and over e7.1 million on articles in 127 hybrid journals (2,767 articles, mean costs e2,572, SD e893, median e2,565) (data as of 6 in big deal negotiations, e.g. in the Netherlands [22] . However, non-disclosure clauses often insulated from the costs of publishing, and that an increased author awareness of costs would 142 be a desirable outcome of the move towards OA. In addition, one interviewee believed that 143 costs may play out as a factor when choosing between less prestigious journals [23] .
144
To date, these decision making processes have not been studied in detail, and it must be 145 noted that open access continues to play a secondary role when it comes to the selection of 146 where to publish. To a certain extend it can be expected that awareness of OA publication 147 costs is higher in projects where researchers have to cover these costs out of their own project 148 budgets in order to secure compliance with a funder mandate. In turn, researchers will be less 149 aware if these costs are directly covered by funders or institutions, or if deals with publishers 150 are in place.
151
A number of efforts have been made to research the effect of 'flipping' non-OA journals 152 to OA [24] . There have been a few research institution-led initiatives to convert journals 153 to OA at no cost to the author. A discipline specific initiative is SCOAP3, which involves 154 redirecting subscription fees and instead paying for OA from a central fund [25] . At a much 155 larger scale, the OA2020 initiative has been launched, led by the Max Planck Society based 156 on a 2015 white paper [26] . It has many European national funders committed to a model of who have proven themselves to be expensive and resistant to change. UNESCO and COAR
161
[27], in a joint statement, pointed out that a number of issues need to be addressed during 162 the large-scale transition, in particular such a system needs to provide support researchers 163 from institutions with smaller budgets or developing countries may not be able to meet the 164 fees, further concentration of the publishing market needs to be avoided and mechanisms 165 should be developed to ensure cost reductions [28] . invested 52.6 million in ResearchGate, the academic social network [46] .
282
The 2016 announcement of WOR, however, was a step-change in engagement in pub- 
Analysis of the first year of Wellcome Open Research
295
In this section we report some findings based on the publication metadata and related events 
298
November 2017. A more detailed version of this analysis is available online [48, 49] .
299
Over this period of 13 months the submission rate to WOR was rather modest, with 300 about 15 papers per month, and no acceleration of submissions could be observed. one version seems to be rather high. This might be partially due to the fact that for some 307 papers the review-revise process has not been closed yet. shift to a higher level of male researchers.
326
Regarding duration between publication events, there was some variation depending on 327 publication type. For research articles the first review was typically received within about 43 328 days, and the second review within another 12 days. Indexing was accomplished by day 65.
329
The time until receiving the first review was somewhat longer for study protocols (median
330
= 57 days), and shortest for open letters and data notes (22 resp. 28 days).
331
When looking at differences by gender of the first author it seems that the duration 332 between events was on average a bit longer for male first authors. review. Research articles have received between 2 and 8 reviews, on average 3 reviews.
367
From this analysis, it must be noted that WOR cannot be regarded a full success yet.
368
Operationally the processing of submitted papers seems to work well but the overall uptake 369 can be argued to be low compared to the investment made by the Wellcome Trust. for the EC to enter this space will be a huge step in legitimising such platforms. e6.4 450 million will be allocated for a period of maximum 4 years for the EC platform -dwarfing 451 the e400,000 allocated for the HRB platform for the same amount of time. party designated by the Commission) at the end of 4-year period should be made possible.
478
As part of this handover, the contractor would need to provide whatever is necessary for the F1000Research (or any other provider) also will charge for setting up and maintaining a 525 bespoke publishing platform, so these costs are to be taken into account, as well. In any case,
526
by commissioning a platform themselves, funders have control over the price of the service.
527
Another aspect to consider here is a potentially lower administrative burden for researchers
528
(or their institutions) and funders alike for publishing on a funder platform which would not 529 involve a transfer of APCs. As such, a funder publishing platform can fill a gap, providing 530 a service at a reasonable price for every funded researcher.
531
Another reason for funders to start their own publishing platforms could be branding. 
552
Funder control of the publication process can take several forms. In its most simple form, 553 as already mentioned above, funder-specific publication platform allows funders to obtain 554 (and display) a better overview of publications resulting from funded research, and monitor 555 usage and uptake of the use of the platform more easily. A more direct form of control arises 556 when funders would directly require research funded by them to be disseminated on the 557 funder-specific publishing platform, either exclusively or in addition to publication elsewhere 558 (depending on the publishing model employed). A similar scenario could be envisioned for 559 preprint server platforms (partially) financed by funders (e.g. bioRxiv by CZI or OSF by 560 the Arnold Foundation). While CZI does not require CZI-funded researchers to post their 561 preprints on bioRxiv, the organization states in its approach to supporting scientific projects:
562
"We strongly encourage, and in some cases, may require, researchers to deposit manuscripts 563 as preprints before peer review" [66] .
564
Whether a mandate might in future extend to the choice of platform remains to be funder involvement, and all decisions regarding selection and peer review should be 601 transparently documented to enable outside scrutiny.
602
• Scale: Another concern is that this approach may not be suitable for smaller funders, are as yet relatively little-studied. This itself is an intervention, the effects of which
618
are not yet properly understood.
619
• Lock-in: Using private-sector infrastructure to support such platforms also brings with
620
it an all-too familiar concern, however: how to avoid vendor lock-in? Such concerns are 
